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Bef ore W DENER, N EMEYER, and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Kenneth A. Hi nton, Appellant Pro Se. Kinberly C. Mtthews, OFFICE
OF CORPORATI ON COUNSEL, Washington, D.C.; Richard Parker, Mjor
Francis Patrick King, OFFICE OF THE UN TED STATES ATTORNEY,
Al exandria, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Kenneth A. Hinton seeks to appeal the district court’s order
denying his notion to join an action under 28 U S.C. § 2241 (2000).
This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28
US C 8§ 1291 (2000), and certain interlocutory and collatera
orders, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1292 (2000); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v.

Beneficial Indus. lLoan Corp., 337 U S 541 (1949). The order

Hi nton seeks to appeal is neither a final order nor an appeal abl e

interlocutory or collateral order. See Bhd. of R R Trainnmen v.

Baltimre & Ohio RR Co., 331 US 519, 524-25 (1947) (finding

that denial of notion for perm ssive intervention not imredi ately
appeal abl e) . Accordingly, we dismss the appeal for I|ack of
jurisdiction. W deny Hnton's notion to expedite as noot. W
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



